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Mr. Rocca, as the day to day CIA working level 
contact with the Warren Commission stated that on the 
average it took less than one week for the CIA to transmit 
its information to the Warren Commission, after such in- 
formation had been processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep., 


pp.66-67) (Add the opinion of WC staffers.) 


ok bi ries 
S, s=_leeeeeeree — 
Conhen of prote cing rts 
eM the CIA's senstived sources and methods, caused 


However, 


the Warren Commission to experience greater difficulty 


reldwarr 


in getting a information than when the protection of 


such sources and methods was not at issue. J. Lee Rankin 


fase elto- F 
expressed the opinion that the Agency's wgaygyaEgg§ to pro- 


tect its sensitive sources and methods did SEO, 2 
woh ich 
wm cffect emmm the quality of the information to Wiper 


hon § 


the Warren Commission and itsus en access. 
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rounding™photograph now referred to as that 
of the "Mexico City Mystery Man" 
Each of these concerns will be examined gypsy 


Grerein. 


The CIA's concern for revealing the existence of 


sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was 
° 
: f\ ; : : 
evident from the geeception of the Warren Commission. 
Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first 
to reveal all our technical operations." (Scelso dep. 
p.158) Scelso further testified: 


We were going to give them intelligence re- 
ports which derived from all our sources, in- 
cluding technical sources, including the tele- 
phone intercept and the information gotten 
from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for 
example, which corresponded almost exactly 
with the information from the telephone inter- 
cepts. (Ext to Scelso quote, all of p.5) 


Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by 
examination of the background to the first major CIA 
report furnished the Warren Commission a antec Lee Harvey 
: Zldan mene 
Oswald's trip to Mexico City. S(Cite.) Much of the informa- 
tion provided to the Warren: Commiseven in this report was 
based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification 
\ of which had been deleted completely from the report. 
ince Oe ities wage limiting Warren Commission know- 
ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early 


as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from 


CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated: 


Our present plan in passing information to the 
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele- 
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin- 
uing 6pS . Will rely instead on statements 
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet 
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID 

(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOIA 498-204, 29Jan1964) 


The basic policy articulated in the December 20, 
1963 cable is also set forth in a CIA memorandum of | 
December 17, 1963. In that memorandum, Birch O'Neal 
3 ptcial Lrvestiged lors Grosp” 
of the CIA Counterintelligence/§taff wrote that he had 
been advised by Sam Papich, FBI liaison rem to the CIA, 
that the FBI was anticipating a request from the Warren 
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup- 
ported or complimented the FBI's five volume report of 
Decmeber 9, 1963 submitted to the Warren Commission. 


Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated 


that some United States Agency was tapping telephones 


in Mexico. Papich queried O'Neal whether the FBI could 
we 


supply the Warren Commission withsource of the telephone 
taps. (The FBI had knowledge of CIA's telephone surveil- 
lance operations in Mexico City, see CIA §qbr-3/779/510) 
she ws : omg 

O'Neal's memorandum SBM that he discussed this matter 
with Scelso who in turn, after a discussion with Helms, 
was directed by Helms to prepare CIA material to be passed 
to the Warren Commission. O'Neal wrote: 

He (Scelso) was guite sure it was not the 

Agency's desire to make available to the Com- 

mission at least in this manner--via the FBI- 

sensitive information which could relate to 


telephone taps (Birch O'Neal, Memo for File, 
20 Dec 63, Subj: Lee Harvey Oswald) 


ecm 


ee usas ae loe in ake con thik soul f 


the form of this presentation Jb Doe pr 0- 


tect the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques. 


(CIA Cable Dir. 90466, FOIA 420-757, 20 Dec 63) 


Iv. Telephone Taps and Photo Surveillance 
Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's 
reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during 


oF He Gorin $5 100! usshk 
the initial stage. of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur- 


veillance operations in Mexico city, ‘(EEE © 


Helms testified: 


The reason for the sensitivity of these tele- 
phone taps and surveillance was not only be- 
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's 
standpoint, but the telephone taps were run- a 
ning in conjunction with the [Mexican authori-’ 
ties]Jand therefore, if this had become public 
knowledge, it would have caused very bad feel- 
ings between Mexico and the United States, 

and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session 
sae PP. ae 52, Wao doa de Boosh Cevtiheta ang REPEC ae aS 


Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to 
the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveillance operations 
prior to the assassination_an a1) ing the post-assassination 


ers 1/00 (OF Fath ce~are 
= paves, as 


period 

of November 28, 1963 the White House, through information 

made available by DCI McCone to National Security Council? 
had haan made 

Director McGeorge Bundy, 9% aware that the CIA had tele- 

phone taps in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em- 

bassy/Consulatesand that through these taps Oswald's pre- 


sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been 


corroborated. ae fe Me Cong files Po Me Geo | 


ed BBQs ce 


eenianae Sy 
ee -'The CIA's mmm to inform the eae. eGmmiss ten 


sfis a’ ero coe 
“> ‘ofconcern to this Commentees 'It is “indicative of. a he ie 


. Sa poles h OS tH ned PM kew inits ver yh rom: 
* tademenntine genegpare tc O evwimisesngacaiaagee Oi 


es cky ow 2 ery, Tltancenirtebk 
‘substance e aeeiiiniiibainaas information — oe geu ee 


the Warren Commission. (See Scelso aebry “This process 
- might well have hanpeese ie Commission's ability to ‘prom es 
ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it, 
: ks *, 
even “thosé which might have meant exposing. ‘certain sensi- 
. tive ‘operations to the Commission. weiam 


As noted previously: on January 31, 1964, the CIA os 


"provided the Warren Commission with a ‘eneeandum that 
_ chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visit¢ during: 
, September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. _ That memorandum - °°... 
7 ; 2 oS notfhention <odiciciailammaeaeeal Oswald's various conver- =" a 
 sations with the Cuban and ‘sovfe Embassy /Consulateshad * a 
"been tapped and subsequently transcribed: Furthermore, 
: \ - . that memorandum at nd fiention eaten that the ‘CIA ast 
_ had eapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban 
_-Bnbassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at™ | 
the § Soviet sabaeey/eousuiate nor was mention made of the 
conversations between Cuban President Dorticos’ Jue Cuban 7 


a eee a, fir 
Sone Anbaseador to Mexico which the CIA had also ‘tapped and 


transcribed. 
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On February 1, 1964 Helms appeared before the 
Commission (see above) and likely discussed the memoran- 


Gunes January 2/ , 1964. On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee 
Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of 
January 31. A review of Rankin's letter indicates that 
Ars weieting oe 
aimee AS Of tnumineiseeerse, the Warren Commission 
had no substantive knowledge of the telephone¢surveillance 
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans- 
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb- 
ruary 10, 1964 [2tter whether Oswald's direct communica- 
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in 


it 


by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com- 


wees, «=f the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated 
mission had been informed of the telephong¢ surveillance 
operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry 
by Rankin would not have been made. 

Raymond Rocca's testimony tends to support this 
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between 
the time period of January 1964 —- April 1964, Warren Com- 
nivssione representatives had visited the CIA's headquar- 
paws in Langley, Virginia and had been shown various trans- 
cripts seating from the CIA's telephoné& surveillance 
operations in Mexico City. (Rocca dep. p.89) However, 
Mr. Rocca did not nersonaliy make this material available 
to Commission representatives and was not able to state 
under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren 


Commission learned of these operations. 


On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to Rankin's 
inquiry of February 10. The Agency response did indi- 
cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was 
also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency did 
not reveal Peeeueken: this information in its response 
to the Commissio FPL indicate that it would be revealed 


by other means (e.g. by oral briefing). 


During the period of March - April 1964, David 
Slawson drafted a series of memoranda wndeh among other 
issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access 
to the production material derived from the CIA telephon¢e 
surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of 
these memoranda teng to support the Committee's belief 
that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman, 
and Willeys did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil- 
lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman, 
BE wson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief 
of Station in Mexico ig te ayia them with various 
‘ieaaser ines and translations derived from CIA telephone 
taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson 
memorandum of April 22, 1964, subject: ee 

Heer, Prior to Ape it appears doubtful 


that the Commission had been given even partial access 


to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12, 


a ee -_ 

1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission 
had ee asa become aware that the CIA did maintain 
telephon& surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate. 
_(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with 
CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals 
~wem™ the Warren Commission had learned that CIA sages 
possess tah transcripts of conversations between the Cuban 
Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos. 

Porticos- Acmes 
Thea conversations, requested by the Warren Commission 
representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including 
Richard Hein: EY concerned Silvia 


Durffa's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal 
mene : 


Police (cite?). @e=S@REMENMM@#y Helms responded to the Com- 


sted es 


mission's request for access, gquuiimmmimme that he would 
attempt to arrange for the Warren Commission representatives' 
review & this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964) 

| It shouldbe noted that the gacouae reviewed do not 
reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the 
Dorticos-Armas intercepts:~-: As detailed above, both the FBI 
and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the 
CIA's telephonic surveillance activities in Mexico City. 
(C228 one or the other could well have provided the War- 
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray- 
mond Roqas' testimony as Cited herein (Rocca dep. ) 
lends some support to the position that the Commission had 
been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through 
the CIA's initiative. 


LOY 


Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964 


concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated 
CPMnect(niss 


that the tentative conclusions Oswald's 


that he had reacheg 


memoranda@ of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964, 


Mexico trip, were derived from CIA 
and yin addition a Mexican federal police summary SRprof 
interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination 
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote: 

A large part of it (the summary report) is 

simply a summation of what the Mexican police 

learned when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia 

Duran, $ an employee of the Cuban Consulate 

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu-- 

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police. 

These comments indicate that safkvson placed limited 
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there 
is no indication that Salfdson had been provided the Duran 
telephont& intercept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of 
Slawson's comments conerning the Meiftan police report, 
it would appear that the Warren Commission,as of March 25 


/ / 


had been provided little substantive information pertaining 
to Sylvia Duran. 4 ins sort pat 

The Committee's belief that Slawson had not been 
given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported 
by reference to his memorandum of March 27, 1964 (Cite) 
wherein he states his SoueMuen that Oswald had visited 
the Cuban Embassy on three occasions. This conclusion 


LWWrte. w af 
he wieigneaemios based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi- 


s) Wis rramectan durn pears 
mony before the Mexican police. no 


indication that ee nore any of the Duran 


transcripts. Furthermore, Csiawsoy had™been given access 


to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have 


been incorporated into his analysts and pie a ‘noted 


for this purpose. His analysis gould Laverrerieatad 


ither by its corroboration or 


the fact of this ect 1 
ago | Wtnsrtprr 


javct criticism of the ean police summary report. 


—— states that 


grrr 


Westigaite 


AA not been givgn 
$ Sdaws on restents y 


a@eeSs to the Duran transcripts. he Commission had been 


} forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did not ae 
suspt® .fo. 


reference to the surveillance operations, and Bis MOORE ot By 


lice report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for 


over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera- 


tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission 


H staff members. As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem- 


ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station: 


Our present plan in” passing information to 
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention 
of telephone taps, in order to protect your 
continuing operations. Will rely instead 

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents 
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave 


ODACID here. 
(CIA cable, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20, 


1964 CIA p.2144) 


ao al 
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7 
times. He statedfgchat this conc Lugsaig Was based upon his 


review of Silvfa Duran's tes ony’to J he Mexican jgst me. 


(Slawson meyorandum, Margy for 1964 SOLA. pe yf) Howeyer, 


t y 
* Ko 4 
- Slawson ges not staty Frat Be 4 Fonclusiogg were alsgfdrawn 
from (eee es the PY fluction igor the Mexjfo City 
statign surfeillfnce opera S  ogFas es~Pndicate, 


el I fed Om 


howevac, tha@his« ‘feasoningS egardiwg, Oswald's 


visit to the Cuban-Biibassy* i access to the 


wane 


telephonic surveillance production would have clarified some 
ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m. 
Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy and stated 
that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy, re- 
eusstiny an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was 
determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem- 
ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the Soviet Consulate 
stating that an American, identified by CIA analysts as 

to! te cl had +wi c« 
Oswald @ at the Cuban Embassy. Thus, ea a aS * 
aM OS iat established that Oswald had 
visited the Cuban Embassy on at least two occasions. 
Moreover, the specific dateSand exact timesof his presence 
in the Cuban spacey sceabiastas as the result of the 
telephonic surveillance. Had this information been made 
available to Slawson, his calcuations of Oswald's activities 
in Mexico City would have been more firmly established 


than- they were as of March 27, 1964. These transcripts 
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could have been made available to the Warren Commission 
at its @baception but as. the record indicates they were 


not then made available. 


The record supports the Committee's finding that 
as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not 
been given access to the above-referenced series of tele- 
phonee intercepts. In a memorandum of that date by Coleman 
and Slawson, they articulatdone question to the CIA and 
two requests for information from the Agencye (Ambassador 
ann file memo April 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) Cole manana 

Slawsen “ Cote: 
1) What is the information source referred to in 
the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended 


to settle down in Odessa; 


2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts 


of the intercepts, translated if possible, in 
-all cases where the intercepts ts the 
assassination or related subjects; 
3) We would especially like to see the intercept 
in which the all@égation that money was passed 
at the Cuban Embassy is discussed | 
The ieee aS posed in the above-referenced 
memorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephongéx intercept 
of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (Slawson memo, April 
a aa por aaa . Necessarily, if Slawson ae Foust. 
Nec t$s gp hhed 


the source of the information, he had not. been 


“he first Coleman-Slawson request 


tends ts a ‘Shoo the Commis Sér0n et nal 


that sai esa ee ae 
vghe 
given access, es to — jnterce is 
8 a Oo" 
concerning the dane mpeg cote (asyTBNnebearty toys ted a 
; Pe ceck tees wad ¢ Pe 4 wee, = 8 bes, “s xe ss, m5 bE GPE. 2 ee beef rt | eee t 


The second request, {item number thee of the above 
listingy reveals that the intercept of the Dorticos-Arman 
Senvereaeion of November 22, 1964, in which the passing 
of monies @& discussed had not as of April 2 been Sroyvided 
to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested 


the Dorticos-Armas transcripts.  @€ the March 12, 1964 


meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re- 


On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson articulated 


their concern for receiving complete access.to all materials 


relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip. They wrote: 
fhe most probable final result of the entire 
investigation of Oswald's activities in Mexico is 
a conclusion that he went there for the purpose 
of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con- 


spiracies, etc. took place. 


Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met 
by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State 
Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of 
the CIA. 

That same day during a meeting between the Commission 
representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the 
group actual transcripts of the telephones surveillance 
operations and English translations of the same. In addition, 
he provided the group with reels of photographs for the 
time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from 
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrances 
David Slawson wrote: 

",..Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative 

that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all 

facts, including the sources of his information, and 
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared 
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond 

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff 

the information we obtained through him without first 

clearing it with his superiors in Washington. We 

agreed to this." (Slawson memo, April 22, 1964, p. 22) 

Mr. Scott described to the Commission representatives 
the CIA's course of action immediately following the assassination> 

im mediakely & 
Scott indicated that his staff co=—eueemememmt began to compile 
dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico 
whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (p.22). 
Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents 
had immediately been put under surveillance following the 
assassination. uiaison was set up with Mexican officials, 


particularly Luis Echevarria, Acting Minister of the 


Mexican Golgernacion (pp. 23-24). Slawson then concluded stwm ~~ 


ee aie on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote 
_ Thomas Karramesines Acsstut PDP 
O mia , tine, regarding the | 
Yresctuinae 


circumstances iy this photograph“by the 


Central Intelligence ae Rankin Gee 


+ol A 
the Commission be qgyigummepiemiy the identity of the inaierauat 


reques ted that 


' 5 
depicted in the photograph if that information womme avalvabié: 
On that same day, in a separate letter to DCI McCone, 
Rankin wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret 


since Novermsl a2z,lie? 
Services that the CIA had disseminated“several reports or 


communications concerning the assassination to the Secret ssa 


Service S umantianeiteeienisemaiey - | eae ly reguested copies of these 


reports and other materials. ree weit, cables +téeuxuypers® 

‘ ores nallg i de ere a fo EK 
concerned wate the photograph of the individual Capggtepsageteten 

rhe RICA 2 City S tation of 


hemeuiggeeyy OSwWald and subsequently shown to Oswald's mother. 


pel 


voy rhacth 
disseminated“to the Secret Service was a November 26 


dissemination (DIR85177), A -SOpy--0€-Whteh-was-tTansmEttedet o 
theaSeeret™Servree. That cable concerned the Bae ane 
conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic 
\ surveillance operations in Mexico City*at the time of the 
assassination and Oswald's earlier visit. | 
John Scelso testified regarding the circumstances 


surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Commission 


of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated: 


"We did not initially disclose to the Warren 

Commission all of our technical operations. In other 
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we 
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had 
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean 
anything, you see?" 


Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral 
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren 
Commission. 


Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal 
all our technical operations. 


(Scelso deposition, & 150) 
or Eilers eal aa 
ey RT wigs) the Warren 


Commission af say oe access to e 
pamper: at  ancefri eo Yobue Ce? | 
telephonic surveillance ee discussed in the 
Si TOOT 4G efagel” oe 
preceding section), the ems of the photosurveillance operations, 
de fhe imalAen CamnhSt ion Mad BEG moe 


<rcrmmnericeateireaaht Nice *to cause concern within 


the Agency. 

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal 
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for 
your determination." Rocca outlined Angleton's desire not to 
respond directly to Rankints request of February 12 regarding 
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novem ker 23, 
1964. Rocca then -stated: 


"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer 

to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by 
paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12 
letter). If they come back on this point he feels 

that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to 
go over to show the Commission the material rather than 
pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these 
items are of new substantive interest. We have either 
passed the material in substance to the Commission in 
response to earlier levies on the items on the items 
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous S@X 
photographs which are not of Oswald..." 

(Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250) 


VIII. 


Luisa Calderon 
Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's 
assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named 

"Luisa" received a telephone call from ae unidentified man 
speaking Spanish. (MEXI 7105, 27 Nov. 63, FOIA 173-615, attach- 
ment) This call had been intercepted and recorded by the CIA's 
Mexico City Station as the result of its LIENVOY (tel. tap) 
Operation. (op cit) The Mexico City Station identified the 
Luisa of the conversation as Luisa Calderon, who was then 
employed in the Commercial Attache's office at the Cuban 
Consulate. 

During the course of the conversation, the unidentified 
caller asked Luisa if she had heard the latest news. Luisa 
replied ina joking tone: 

"Yes, of-course, I knew almost before Kennedy." 

The callerwent on to tell Luisa that the person 
apprehended for Kennedy's slaying was the "President of one of 
the Committees of the Fair Play for Cuba." iuisa replied that 
she knew this also. Luisa inquired whether the person being 
held for the killing was a gringo. The unidentified caller 
replied, "yes." Luisa told her caller that she had learned 
nothing else about the assassination; that she had learned 
about the assassination only a little while ago. The 


unidentified caller commented: 


somo 
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We think that if it had been or had 
seemed...public or had been one of the 
segregationists or against intergration 
who had killed Kennedy, then there was, 
let's say, the possibility that a sort 
of civil war would arise in the United 
States; that contradictions would be 
sharpened...who knows 


Luisa responded: 


Imagine, ong two, three and now, that makes 
.three. (She laughs.) 


Raymond Rocca, f COREE 
f O.geeoreees: in response to 
a 1975 Rockefeller Cofmission request for information on 
a possible Cuban conspiracy to assassinate President 
Kennedy wrote regarding Calderon's comments: 

Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto 

suggestion of foreknowledge. This is the 

only item in the intercept coverage of the 

Cubans and Soviets after the assassination 

that contains the suggestion of foreknow- 

ledge or expectation. (Rocca memo for DC/OPS, 

23 May 1975,.ps 15) 

Standing by itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptic com- 
ments do not merit serious attention. Her words may in- 
deed indicate foreknowledge of the assassination but may 
also-egm~mm@mey be interpreted without such a sinister impli- 
cation. Nevertheless, as will be discussed herein, the 
Committee has determined that Luisa Calderon's case did 
merit serious attention in the months following the assas- 


Sination. However, Calderon's comments were not reported 


to the Warren Commission, apparently an agency oversight. 
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Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in 
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1964, carrying 
Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was believed 
to be 1940 (Dispatch, HMMA21612) Calderon's presence in 
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA‘on July 15, 
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to 
the CIA's Mexico City Shit ion and to the Chief of the CIA's» 
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis- 
patch had attached to it a report containg biographic data 
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico 
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon 
was listed as Sserataty of the Cuban Embassy's @ommercial 
Office. The notation indicated that a report was pending 
on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success, 
to locate the report. 


On September 1, 


a Calderon's association with the Cuban DGI 

reco AZA by = 

irst sepoeeed @ the CIA on May 5, 1964. At that 
Sospt hargoseA 

tine, _————wewwemeee, Chief of Counterintelligence for the 


vee? teal : 
Special Affairs Staff, meserged the results of his de- 


was 


briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1. The memorandum 
stated that ammuc|thad no direct knowledge of Lee Harvey 
Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items 


of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In- 


can | -~ 48 - 


LWA . 
telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-1 "ier 


ath asked if Oswald Was known to the Cuban intelligence 
6Se 


services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told «=e, 


we that "Prior to October 
1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on 
two or three occasions. Before, during and after these 
visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General 


De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon, 


\ . 
Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez. Cote Maus arn 


hantoScA 
omempm thereafter wrote that Calderon's precise 


relationship to the DGI was not clear. As a comment to 


this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch 3 
. (Ae 
traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico and departure, Mia 


“for Cuba te) he atl aShertthe ass ass i aow St-TN C crtem Ay oms ) 


On May 7, 1964, em corded additional informa- 
tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald's 
possible contact with the DGI. Paragraph 3 of this memoran- 
dum stated in part: 


“a. Luisa Calderon,~since she returned to 
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary 
by the DGI even though she has not per- 
formed any services. Her home is in 
the Vedado section where the rents are 
* high. 

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for 
several years. Before going to Mexico, 
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior 
Commerce in the department which was 
known-as the "Empress Transimport." 

Her title was Secretary General of the 
Communist Youth in the department named 
in the previous sentence. 
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: Kangoo 
On May 8 ~<a further disclosed AMMUG's know- 


bares <4 
ledge of the Oswald case. =@qmmmmm paraphrased AMMUG's 


knowledge of Calderon as follows: 


I thought that Luisa Calderon might have 
had contact with Oswald because I learned: about 
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to 
Mexico, that she had been involved with an 
American in Mexico. The information to which 
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer... 
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange 
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from 
the DGI althought she apparently did not do any 
work for the Service. (The case officer) told 
me that hers was a peculiar case and that he 
himself believed that she had been recruited in 
“Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al- 
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did 
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had 
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because, 
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had 
intercepted a letter to her by an American who 
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something 
similar. As you know, the pronunciation of 
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so 
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan- 
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard" 
or something different. As I understand the matter, 
the letter from the American was a love letter 
but indicated that there was a clandestine- 
professional relationship between the writer and 
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the 
case officer) that after the interception of 
the letter she had been followed and seen in the 
company of an American. I do not know if this 
could have been Oswald... 


On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum tA 
to Director Richard Helms regarding the information plate 
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that “the DDP 
in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis- 
cuss the AMMUG/1 sitafttion on a very restricted basis 


with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at 


the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this 
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RA Sie: it is not Bayi ae put anything in writ- 

tag Ga May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687-295 with/4 attachments). 
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding 

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi- 

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms' 


Lany osck ‘s 


communication was a paraphrased accounting of San: 


May 5 memorandum. (Helm's memo, May 15, 1964, FOIA 697-294). 


In that attachment the intelligence associations of 
Lipak, 
ros 


, : u 
Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez axe set 
ceo 
forth. However, that attachment fakes no reference. what- 


soever to Luisa Calderon. 


Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested 
OCCEES fee 
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, vybatiet the 
; binn 4 o5cK 
questions used in Semmmm's interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley 


memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18, 


1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's Gounterintelligence Kesearch 
ana Rosivers group took the questions and AMMUG's responses 
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review. 
brncozocd's 

Willens saw -ém_eumm 's May 5 memorandum. The only mention 
of gideron was as follows: "The precise relationship of 
Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not clear. She spent about 

\ six months in Mexico from which she returned to Cuba early 

. Best ish 
in 1964. However, Willens was not shown the memoran- 


dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more 


detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible 


- Ss 
og Cahkdare ~ | 
: ff / : 
ViLed A Ayan fs ae, O OR 
a So Bate , Ss eee 2? 
Let As discussed in an earlier section of this report,. 


the Warren Commission did not gain access to the CIA's 


production from its telephonic surveillance operations 


in Mexico City until an advance#/stage in its investiga- 

tion. The record reflects that Mssrs. Willens, Slawson, . 
From RSeavie Cal been tr-€ «poet Conf 

and Coleman did not review the production“until they 


visited Mexico City on April 9, 1964. At that time, they 

| | elepont) : 

reviewed a number of)Gntercepts from the Soviet and Cuban 
Embassies. These intercepts tincluded one call to the 

Soviet Embassy on September 27g believed to have been 33 Se. 
made by Oswaldj two calls made by Silvia Duran from the] Shas 


i 


Cuban Consulate to the Soviet Consulate, and one call from 
the Soviet Embassy to the Cuban Embassya made by an uni- d 
dentified caller. (Cite séiwson memo of April 21, 1864.) 


On September 28 the intercept operation recordéda Ctrfosrng 


eall-by Siivie Duran at the Cuban Consulate to the Soviet ae Sag 
Consulate. (Cite.) | : \ frL (gy 

‘On October 1 the intercept operation recorded two awe. 
calls made by a person later identified as Lee. Harvey | 


Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. (Cite.) / 


a The Commission representatives were also supplied 
a) 
y n.. ‘ : 
v'with the CIA intercepts of @@ two conversations that 
aaa 


(p% (Canspized between the Cuban President Dortic@Sand the 
‘*~ Cuban Ambassador to Mexico, Armas. These conversations 


{ concerned Silvia Duran's arrest, whether Oswald had been fw 


offered money while at the Cuban Embassy ,and the general 
state of affairs at the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City 
following the assassination. (Slawson memo of April 22, 


1964, pp. 45-46). 


T he Gorm rttee!s 
ce  @ review of CIA files .eujparmsegetitapeansst corro- 
a : 
: ome fandum Mash 7g 
oop borat@Gn of Slawson's Saco? the a a inter- 
qu cepts provided to and reviewed by the Commission. eB. One 
ye po reireSlarseon's necerd | 
ys ' CIA doeunene. Y blin memorandum i entitled "Material 
: Vv) 
, So ae from P-8593 shown to Warren Soidiseion® (Station Oswald 
Oat | 
yw 4 File) and is dated April 10, 1964. (FOIA 653-828). This 
we document records that the Warren Commission was shown calls 
fe made by Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. These included three ofWh 
nwo CoWBTAK LOANS 
fia commmmiaweees..September 27 listed above, one call of 


September 28, two calls of October 1, and one call of 


nti 
. October te — <z 
Jocuma 


‘While thig™does not correspond to the listing of 


| calls set forth by-Slawson, it does independently establish 
eee pH, earn 

| that no "calls -mede~en November 22, 1963 were shown to 
he Warren Commission. 


In addition, this document corroborates the showing fs 


of the two Done uess ee eonver se iotpor November 26, } 


representatives in an effort to détermine if a transcript 


of the Calderon conversation was ever shyipn to the Warren 


} 


Pee oe 


Ca[ deren 
and a second Cuban Intelligence officer believed We to 


be a CIA operative. It is possible that this information 

| eee 

was not provided the Warren Commission either because } Lor 
i J 


a 
there was no basis in fact for the allegation or because (oun 


the allegation was in fact true. If the allegation . ee 
a 


“FOG 
® ply 


well placed in the Cuban Embassy, may have possessed in-vw 


were true, the consequences for the CIA would have been 


serious, for {t sage demonstratedthat a CIA operative, 


formation prior to the assassination regarding Oswald 
, eae : ; SEG 
and/or his relationship to Cuban Intelligence;~and that: 


. 6 
Services possible involvement in a conspiracy to assassinate 
President Kennedy. 


be 
ar 
Regarding $= possible association with the CIA, 


e. comaneiae tam Asp—y 


ev, arcd 


v 
Eles reveal@ no ostensible connection between Calderon and 


the CIA. However, there are indications that such contact 
yo? between Calderon and the Agency was contemplated. A 
cl September 1,. 1963 CIA dispatch from the Chief of the Spe- 


cial Affairs Staff to the CIA's Chief of Station in Mexico 


\* City states in part: 


ra ...Luisa Calderon has a sister residing in 
aa Reynosa, Texas, married to an American of 
q Mexican descent. If (CIA asset) can further 


“nS identify the sister, our domestic exploita- 
\P as tion section might be in a position to follow 
os oe up on this lead...Please levy the requirement 
on (CIA asset) at the next opportunity. 
(HMMW/1935, Sept. 1, 1963) 
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An earlier CIA dispatch from the CIA Chief of 
Station in Mexico Sieg teetne Chief of the CIA's Western 
Heaieonere Division records that: | 

Wilfredo of. the Cuban Consulate, Tampico, 

reported that Luisa Calderon has a sister 

residing in Reynosa, Texas...Luisa may go 

up to the border to visit her sister soon-- 

or her mother may make the trip--details 

not clear. (HMMA 21849, July 31, 1965) . 

At the very least, the above dispatcheG evidence 
an interest in Calderon's activities and nese of her 
family. Whether this interest took the form of a sane 
destine-agent relationship is not revealed by Calderon's 
201 file. | | 

The Committee has queried the author of the above- 
cited dispatch requesting that Calderon's sister be con- 
tacted by the CIA's "domestic exploitation section." 

o David Ronis, the-dtspettirs~euttor, was a member 
of the CIA's Special Affairs staff at the time he wrote 
the dispatch. He worked principally at CIA headquarters 
and was en responsible for recruitment and handling 
of agents for Sdgeeeiga i. Sateaee antes Mr. Ronis, 
when interviewed by this Committee, stated that part of 
his responsibility was to scour the Western Hemisphere 
division for operational leads related to the work of 
the Special Affairs staff. Ronis recalled that he normally 


would send requests to CIA field stations for information 


or leads on various persons. /-A¢##. he would receive no 


wha pynprr 
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response to these requests. / It was Ronis' recollection 


that the above-cited domestic exploitation section was 
a task force within the Special Affairs Staff. He also 


stated that in 1963 the CIA's Domestic Contacts Division 


might have been requested to locate Luisa Calderon's sis- 
ter. Ronis told the Comm#tee that he had no recollection 
of peera rine any person associated wae the Cuban Intel- 
ligence Service. He did recall that As had recruited 


women to perform eaeKs for the fgeneys. However, he did 


not. recall ever recruiting any employees of the Cuban 
Embassy/Consulate in Mexico City. Finally, Mr. Ronis. 
stated that he had no recollection that Luisa Calderon 
was associated with the CIA. (HSCA Staff Interview August 
31, 1978) 


Various present and former CIA representatives 


or were queried whether Luisa Calderon had ever been asso- 
a ' ciated with the CIA. The uniform. answer was that no one 


recalled such an association. (Cites: Helms, Hearing, August: 


a: bene Seh__ 
yr 9, 1978, p. 136; Rocca, Dep. P- 148, July 17, 1978; —esemen, — 


Interview of August__, Eaecoly Interview of _) 
; alAeron 
Z_ Thus, the Agency’ file" a the testimony of former 


: awe potusten. ans 
ie CIA a Sc Yeveartho connection +9 Calderon -e&% the 


CIA. Yet, as indicated earlier, this jason Ey a eae, 


jn 
5 ap ReEERR EEN oo 


the most glaringemission beingf£the 


heyeryptic remarks following the assassination of President 


Kennedy. 


4 ' 
ASSMUG/1 
wee faniger 


As cited with regard to Luisa Calderon, a defec- 


tor from the Cuban Intelligence Services provided the 
CIA with significant information about Lee. Harvey Oswald! s 
contacts with the DGI in Mexico City. This sezecton | 
was assigned the CIA cryptonym AMMUG-1 (A-l hereinafter) .* 
‘CIA files reveal that A-1 defected from the DGI 
on April 21, 1964 in: Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada. When 
he defected: A-1l possessed a number of DGI documents which 
were subsequently turned over to the CIA. (OTTA IN 68894, 
24 April 64) Following his defection, a CIA officer, 
Joseph H. Langosch, went to Canada to meet A-1l, debrief 
him, and arrange for A-1l's travel into the United States. 
(see: Supea cite.) On May 1, 1964, 22 reels of taageschts 
debriefing of A-l were forwarded to the Chief of the CIA's 
Special Affairs Staff from the Chief of station in Ottawa, 
Canada. Effective on May 1, A-l was under contract with 
the CIA for Operational purposes. (Contract Approving Of- 
ficer memo, 6 May G4) By June 23, 1964, Langosch was 


convinced that A-1 would be of great value to the Agency. 


He stated: 


There is no question in my mind that, AMMUG-1 


*It is now known that A-1l did provide significant leads to 
the CIA regarding Luisa Calderon. It is further apparent 
that little of this information was made available by the 
CIA to the Warren Commission. Therefore, the possibility 
exists that A-l had provided other information to the CIA 


that was relevant to the Warren Commission's work peacoat cohcek 


was not properly reported to the Commission. 


is a bona fide defector or that he has 
furnished us with accurate and valuable 
information concerning Cuban intelligence 
operations, staffers, and agents. (Langosch 
memo to Director of Security, 23 June 1964) 


As an officer of the DGI, A-1 from August of 1963 
until his defection was assigned to the DGI's Illegal 
Section B (OTTA IN 68894 24 April 64)— aie Seebient: 
was responsibile for training agents for assignment in 
Latin America. His specific responsibility pertained to 
handling of agent operations in El. Salvador. (Personal 
Record Questionnaire 4 sine 1964; Otta In 68894 24 April 
64) ae 

j dent Ged Gocte CHA 
A-1 knew-who-were the Cuban ‘intelligence officers 
assigned to Mexico City. In this regaxd he intially 


gee 
gee 


identified Alfredo MixabaT, Manuel Nége)ané Rogelio-Rodriguez 


and the Comitércial attacté’as DGI offiger posted at the 
cabana "in Mexico City. (supra) Langosch described 


A-1's knowledge of DGI. operations in Mexico as follows: 


In Mexico City, he knows who the intelligence 
people are. One is the Cuban Consul ,Alfredo 
Mirabal. He is called the Chief of the Centre. 
That is his title but he is actually the 
intelligence chief, or at least he was until 

the 16th of April at which time a replacement 

was sent to Mexico to take over. This fellow's 
name is Manuel Vega. The source says that the 
Commercial attache whose name is Ricardo Tapia 

or Concepcion (he is not sure which is an intel-. 
ligence officer) and another one is Rogelio. 

(I might say that some of these names are familiar 
to me.) (p. 5 or reel 4, 23 April 1964, debrief- 
ing of A-1, 30 April 64) 
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eS 
‘ isa dapricting report of A-l entitled "The Oswald Case." 
(bispates UFGW-5035, 23 March 1965) On March 23, 1965, a. 


CIA dispatch records the transmittal of the report, along 


with eleven other A-1 debriefing reports. (Cite supra. ) 
Next to the Hisking of the "Oswald Case" debriefing report 


is the handwritten ration "SI." A CIA employee who has 
fol A a Comm te. 
worked extensively with te Agency files system beltexed 
Caan Cn Bae eae $483 au mbal tal lenarr as 
this notation +8 stand—fer the CIA component* Special In- 


[Yo ~ telligence. Oetrex CIR representatives pebigved the pS 


Other CIA representatives believed the notation was a re- 
ference to the Counterintelligence component CI/SIG. In 
a CIA memorandum dated , itcks stated 


Quote Barbara's memo. 


2 
vo hae . 
ple} The Agency has been unable to locate this document 
and therefore the Committee cannot pass judgement upon the 
substance of the missing materials: 
The Committee has aneried A-1l's case df ieeweesdacvaing 
alee yak 
additional information that A-l may have supplied r 
‘ Oswald. Joseph Lanogsch anen interviewed: by the Committee 
stated that (HSCA staff interview Joseph Langosch, August - 
seks 1978); he did not have contact with the Warren Commission 


} and does not know what information derived from A-l1's de- 


pointe Bt 


me: briefings was supplied to the Warren Commission. (Cure also 


art ee rt ees 
Ao tamea sop RC a a he aa BE EMER AMIE A eS nae 4 NETRA PE 


faadaleo and Piccolo. ) He also stated that he does not 
tak CT ter 6 ae 


Aes 


A-/ 


recall that#@¢ provided any other ce berths Oswald's eee 
Kun SS 
“Le Nay é 
contact with the ae other than. na ees i 
CLA aS aonies 
heraine (Cite interview. ) 


Ina eee effort to clarify the substance of informa- 
A-— 
tion that —DiieeE- neovided to the CIA regarding Oswald, the 


(~~ Committee has attempted to locate hale. The CIA has also. 


phil 
yy 


a pet” but has been unable to determine his present whereabouts. © 


A! 
thus, ‘gaps do Chest pegardiag information AMMBS may 


attempted to locate alee (give date of separation from CIA) 


a 
‘4. have supplied the CIA 


ee “che! i i 1d, VE 


investigative siguivicanmee's broader question remains 


however. The Agency, as noted earlier, did not reveal to 


the Warren Commission that A-1l was present in the Washington, 
D.C. area and,under controlled conditions ,accessible to the 
te! 
Sivars Ark cuens Lerdoon 
Commission. Evern—coersidering the CIA's serious concern 
for protecting its sources, the fact that A-l's status was 


2Ae ae ; 
not disclosed @opssiesed: the Warren Commission from exercising 


a possible option, i.e. to take the sworn testimony of A-1 


Vay ee it concerned Oswald and the Kennedy assassination. On 
nis issue, as the written record tends to show, the Agency 

essebs rbtye EXE Ceasg yeas 
Pie xejected thepP* option. Fee ShoulLaenodk 


ia-not~fabibi~# tin-A=1'S “CASES ‘he 


ee 


Ve ea light of the establishment of A-1's bone fides 
nae ite Langosch's quote supora), his proven reliability and 
yh vy i depth of ot & of Cuban RAGE ctivities,+A/ 
Sine ae a2 Uf rd pki, Cons AGS Raga id. 
Seas eM: 5 ane Wey Sv Fadi rnp 


coke ore ben dt, kad vie oF Pre Ficha cans a aa 


i 


ae ae 
-Mr. Rocca, as’the day to day CIA working level 
contact with the Warren Commission stated that on the 


average it took less than one week for the CIA to transmit 


rr rw 


anrb vous 
its information to the Warren Commission, after such in-/ ¢ / 
formation had been processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep. pe 
(ro 
pp.66-67) (Add the opinion of WC staffers.) ee 
| oats | PA 
However, a are CS, «que — t-s i. 
Cont: een fol protecting its grt 
Ne Weems the CIA's *senstived sources and methods, caused fh cacs t, 
{ A fob 


Ke the Warren Commission to experience gtSetee difficulty eee 
reliwa 
we in getting on information than when the : ‘protection of rronth 


such sources and methods was not at issue. J. Lee Rankin prscee~ ‘a7 


expressed the opinion that the Agency's euggmm 


tect its sensitive sources and methods did gaeaSaxumar: 


ey, 


(Rankin at p.23) Je 
Agency vwaw@@ummillie unilateral ecisions eae Fale WANE e- 


access tec/f 
sae een a5 aoe eosin the Commission. (Scebso dep. 


Le. w Le cau bono lodge hes / 


"KE Kesire | 
oA & 


8" 


ae, 
hi 
ww 


p.158) Sen 


me 
t 


Ade ne 
hick ¥Aw 


Sens vipat, BomlCEes A 


DY auren Com MITES DHS) n YREH os 


s Lioaneettee Kas 


- 
¢ 1) ed ee RirEeR OT |. | gsjun ttt 
XQ Oitkks AL. PR a oT A Foren EM ug fe EB ATIA a 
bs “g pen WS the photosurveillance and telephone surveillance 

Lig 33 j 
$75 , operations of the CIA's Mexico¥ City Station © 
3-4 : eferts of 
a3 2) As a related consideration the controversy sur- 

o« F : é 

>a l a, bu/ ‘ff aed 
Ray bl befor phrasing Alen + 


he 


Tha 
ag 


net] a. | a ers atte 4 LORASS* 


oe So te 


wha 


rounding™photograph now referred to as that 
of the "Mexico City Mystery Man" 
Each of these concerns will be examined Bm 


@oerein. 


The CIA's concern for revealing the existence -of 


sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was 
PS 
: n ‘ ; ‘ 
evident from the geeception of the Warren Commission. 
Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first 


to reveal all our technical operations." (Scelso dep. 
“ \ 
p.-158) Scelso further testified: 


P We were going to give them intelligence re- 
¥ ports which derived from all our sources, in- 
yo? se cluding technical sources, including the tele- 
phone intercept and the information gotten 
- > from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for 


sp m4 example, which corresponded almost exactly 


~* with the information from the telephone inter- 
& cepts. (Ext to Scelso quote, all of p.5) 


we Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by 

examination of the background to the first major CIA 

report furnished the Warren Commission regarding Lee Harvey 

Zt Dan meweo 

Oswald's trip to Mexico City. S(Cite.) Much of the informa- 

tion provided to the Wiabren Commission in this report was 

based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification 

of which had. been deleted completely from the report. 
met icy uaa Limiting Warren Commission know- 

ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early 

as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from 


CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated: 


Our present plan in passing information to the 
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele- 
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin- 
uing 6p3 . Will rely instead on statements 
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet 
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID 

(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOLIA 498-204, 29Janl1964) 


‘ 


The basic policy articulated in the December 20, 


1963 cable is also set forth in a CIA memorandum of 
December 17, 1963. In that memorandum, Birch O'Neal 

3 pecial Srvestigek lors Group” 
of the CIA counterintelligence/ staf? ‘wrote that he had 
been advised by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIA, 
that the FBI was anticipating a request from the Warren 
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup- 
ported or complimented the FBI's five volume report of 
Decmeber 9, 1963r-Submitted to the Warren Commission. 
Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated 
that some United States Agency was tapping telephones 
in Mexico, Papieh—queried O'Neat whether the FBI could 

whe 


supply the Warren Commission withSsource of the telephone 


taps. (The FBI had knowledge of CIA's telephone surveil- 


lance operations in Mexico City, see CIA §qe1-3/779/510) 


ae O'Neal's memorandum eee that he discussed this matter 
yp with Scelso,who ,in turn, after a discussion with Helms, 


\ was directed by Helms to prepare CIA material to be passed > 
‘ 7 fue. 


a to the Warren Commission. | O'Neal wrote: 


tos / He (Scelso) was quite sure it was not the 
+ we Agency's desire to make available to the Com- 
por mission at least in this manner--via the FBI- 
Be pr sensitive information which could relate to 
L [° telephone taps (Birch O'Neal, Memo for File, 
k 


20 Dec 63, Subj: Lee Harvey Oswald) 


3 Kee es ies cae Host oss 
weer. ae pses—rer log 18 Ake con sul 
the—form—ofthis—presentation sane Dope Dr o- 
é 
tect’ the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques. 
(CIA Cable Dir. 90466, FOIA 420-757, 20 Dec 63) 


| dew adhee ‘ Aryflte. Mp». 


IV. Telephone Taps and Photo Surveillance 


Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's 
reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during 
eof Hee Corn SS yan’ § ssh 
the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur- 


veillance operations in Mexico City; qggmmmmieniamommmiemeeetct 


The reason for the sensitivity of these tele- 
phone taps and surveillance was not only be- 
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's 
standpoint, but the telephone_taps were run- 
ning in conjunction with the [Mexican authori- Qt ee 
ee therefore, if this had become public 
knoWledge, it would have caused very bad feel- 
, ings between Mexico and the United States, 
~ and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session 


\ é a A paseo n ie a — cd # 


¥ 
xs i Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to 


Ms prior to the assassination_ and uring the post-assassination 
re) SMG) meni _ fed{ Ct Fa ctheceace 
) as 


> EE ORETSSR 


" a 
AF of November 28, 1963 the White House, ewan information 


made available by DCI McCone to National Security Council? 


. ad haan mada 
Director McGeorge Bundy, @@% aware that the CIA had tele- 
phone taps in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em- 


bassy/ConsulateSand that through these taps Oswald's pre- 


sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been 


orroborated. Fi fe (Me Cong rps Ya Mc Geer op Buon aon 


- 


,— 
3 ” 


eel DD vce 


unwilliaceness 


The CIA'S egg to inform the. Warren Commission : 


of the above-described surveillance operations S icin 


Reg te eh Sees EES rin the early stages fof a in- ; 
Gestigation a 3 ? een a Seana 


ee . . oc . 
th @ntetemttninesG)Guasatinistiennine tive iienct ectonbet DOE 1S. 1-S—a—Source 


; S: mabsciencess Aginesy 
ofconcern to this Committee. It is indicative of anagem 


POlled desinnedtebery ini ts Gor + he Pete 
tudemenetne ieee ere” to wunkoneeien Gunma cas 
Wie cA Lelt Uncenctortuble 
substance ei__g@eeaeeryaemeet information GaP Sa aeaas 


the Warren Commission. (See Scelso debuy This process 
might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro- 


ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it, 


és £3 Sat s— al = 54 ; ae 
( vi we example, 
tive operations to the Commission. Ue Ue bee Ye a pre 
re, We We ps caching Oe mo 
As noted previously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA Comp tly 
any tehe, 


%, 


provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that 


Attn py l(FIKy 
chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visit during ~* ¢/f2 
in SAC 
. September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That Memorandum Set eg 
aid , thot ' : / 
eowes nOYmention wxiaiukumgiateemmings Oswald's various conver- /tc 
Fa ; F gh ee 
sations with the Cuban and” Sovpti Embassy/Consulate$ had © hu 
been tapped and subsequently transcribed. Furthermore, ic yy) 
did a a peg 
' that memorandum seagpet nd ention exams that the CIA ee 
had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban. An 4 : 
vs ost 
Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at J Ww" wes 
anaes 
the Soviet Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the cn 
: : nwo 
conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban 3/20 
é fa < . oH 
Ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped and tia 
gree. 
(“~ 


transcribed. 
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-On February 1, 1964,Helms appeared before the 
Commission (see above) and likely discussed the memoran- 
dum of January 3/ , 1964. On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee 
Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of 
January 31. A review of Rankin's letter indicates that 

Ars weiuting 

aimee as Of tumieeeensese, the Warren Commission 
had no substantive knowledge of the telephone¢surveillance 
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans- 
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb- 
ruary 10, 1964 [2+tr whether Oswald's direct communica- 
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in 
ae of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated 
by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com- 
mission had been informed of the telephongc surveillance 
operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry 
by Rankin would not have been made. Coed pa 

Raymond Rocca's testimony Sends to support this 
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between 
the time period of January 1964 - April 1964, Warren Com- 


mission's representatives had visited the CIA's headquar- 


ters in Langley; Virginia and had been shown various trans- 


cripts resulting from the CIA's telephoné surveillance 
operations in Mexico City. (Rocca dep. p.89) However, 

Mr. Rocca dia not personally make this material available 
to Commission representatives and was not able to state 
under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren 


a8 


a est 
Commission Weasel of these operations. 
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On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to Rankin's 
inquiry of February 10. The Agency response did indi- 
cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was 


also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency did ( 
ne rh as 
net reveale“the source of this information in its response 
uy re 
to the Commissiorgpr inaveate swat it- would be revealed 


by other means (e.g. by oral briefing). 

ae | Phot Fut Oe 4 we Bl ec f cae 
During the period of March - April 1964, David 

Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which among other 

issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access 

to the production material derived from the CIA telephon¢e 

surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of 


: >? 
these memoranda ten@to support the Committee's belief — wz : 


[Clos >. 


that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman, 14,, £3 


and Willeys did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil- oe, 
lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman, Peay 
Bison and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief Pore 


of Station in Mexico city Se provided them with various 
transcripts and translations derived from CIA telephone 
taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson 
r) 
Apri | 
HOPaRer, Prior to at LL it appears doubtful 


that the Commission had been given even partial access 


memorandum of April 22, 1964, subject: 


to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12, 


a ae 


1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission 

had at least become aware that the CIA did maintain 
telephon& surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate. 
(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with 

CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals 
~eiem&m the Warren Commission had learned that CIA ees 
possesstak transcripts of conversations between the Cuban 
Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos. 

Porticos- Acmas 
Thea? conversations, requested by the Warren Commission 


representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including 


Richard Helms, nmismmmmep Concerned Silvia 

Durffa's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal 
rmetmo 

Police (cite?). @x=e@NRNREM@e; Helms responded to the Com- 


Street 4 
mission's request for access, gggpeuicuum~mmemse that he would 


attempt to arrange for the Warren Commissions representativeg*™ 
review @ this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964) 

It shouldbe noted that the records reviewed do not 
reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the 
Dorticos-Armas intercepts.-- As detailed above, both the FBI 
and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the 
CIA's esiesnduse surveillance activities in Mexico City. 
(cP one or the other could well have provided the War- 
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray- 
mond Roqas' testimony as cited herein (Rocca dep. ) 
lends. some support to the position that the Commission had 
been interned of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through 


the CIA's initiative. 


Heme 


be DT 


Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964 


concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated 


PNCLINIS 
that the tentative conclusions mummies, Osua ld’ Ss 


that he had reacheg¢ 


memorandag® of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964, 


were derived from CIA 


Mexico trip, 


and ,in addition a Mexican federal police summary @mgprof 
interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination 
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote: 

A large part of it (the summary report) is 

simply a summation of what the Mexican police 
learned en they interrogated Mrs. Silvia 

Duran, (sic} an employee of the Cuban Consulate 

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu- 

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police. 

These eoumanes indicate that safson placed limited 
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. tepeouae, there 
is no indication that Salflson had been provided the Duran 
telephont intercept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of 
Slawson's comments conerning the Meiftan police report, 

it would appear that the Warren CommepeTen (ae 08 March 25% 
had been provided little substantive information pertaining 
to Sylvia Duran. a4 insert L 2S 

The Committee's belief that S lawson had not been 
given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported 
by reference to his memorandum of March 27, 1964 (Cite) 
wherein he states his conclusion that Oswald had visited 
the Cuban Embassy on three occasions. This conclusion 


Wrae wes 
he Wwismamiss based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi- 


Wis yramecan dur pears 
mony before the Mexican peivee. no 
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indication that he. hag reviewed any of the Duran 


transcripts. Furthermore, (Cs 1awsop had™been given access 


to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have 
been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted 
for this purpose. His analysis ould have reflected 


the fact of this os ither by its corroboration or 


above KWionsatpa9 
criticism of the oo police summary report. 


States that 


Btigaite 


Mexico cit¥a not been n 
ma at zip $ Sdawson nesenls , 2 
a@eSs to the Duran transc Ss. he Commission had been La 


© Dmidiy 


me ie 


forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did 


suspte fo. 


reference to the surveillance operations, and summar ya DO- 


lice report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for 


over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera- 
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission 
staff members. As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem- 
ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station: 


Our present plan in”passing information to 
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention 
of telephone taps, in order to protect your 
continuing operations. Will rely instead 

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents 
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave 
-ODACID here. 

(CIA cable, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20, 


1964 CIA p.2144) 


PR oe a e-re) 
FE ec en cote othe eked 
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¢ 
times. He statedAfhat this conc lus erate gvas based upon his 
; Mi , i ” 
review of Silvfa@ Duran's testy Menyto Pine Mexican pote. 


jot “ | 
(Slawson meyOrandum, nargper 1964 "CIA Pp. L972 ) Howeyer, 


Slawson | dBes not stat yy hat his ffonclusioy# were alsy ‘drawn 


from r@iew of Ge the PY fltaction exh the Mex jf f0 City 


ince operagro: so 


statign surveil Ayson does @ndicate, 
seer pel e EY A fe 


C ‘regard q] Oswald's 


howeva ' thafPhis-féasoning aS 
visit to. Lm access to the 
eens 

telephonic surveillance production would have clarified some 
ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m. 
Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy, and stated 
r | that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy ¢f re- 

Nye questing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was [« 
| - determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem- 
ee V ae ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the Soviet Consulate 


4s vi 
: AV 
w" stating that an American, fdentified by CIA analysts as 


Oswald @% at the Cuban Embassy. 


init Ss ished that Oswald ha 
visited the Cuban Embassy—on-at—least—two-occastons. 
Moreover, the specific dateSand_exact—times-of -his—presence 
inthe Cuban Enbassy abm-established-ae_the-result of the 
\ tebtephonic-suxveitlanee. Had this information been made 


available to Slawson, his calcuations of Oswald's activities 


in Mexico City would have been more firmly established 


than they were as of March 27, 1964. These-transeripts 


= 36S 


e ission — 
th tee Qdaceneion: but-aesthe-—pecord—amiicetes—thesware 
not then-made—availjable. 


Cc 


The record supports the Committee's finding that 
as Of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not 


been given access to the above-referenced series of tele- 


ey phone TREeRC ey ee In a noes enon of that date by Coleman 


42 y je pecs 


Poed 


one question to the CIA and 


and Slawson, the 
two requests for information from the Agencys (Ambassador 


ann file meme April 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) Cole manand 


rd pk Slaesen “Ce 


yr" 
at oe 


wae 


1) What is the information source referred to in 


the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended 


2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts 


pe to settle down in Odessa; ash i 
a 


of the intercepts, translated if possible, in 
refer 

all cases where the intercepts @aeim to the 

assassination or related subjects; 


3) We would especially like to see the intercept 


ee in which the allégation that money was passed 


J ban Embassy is discussed 
SY rent y——= | 
The question y posed in the above-referenced 


ae of April 2 concerns the CIA telephongé& intercept 
of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (Slawson memo, April 


Lay 
22, 1964, CIA p. 3223). Gocessarily; if Slawson ame our tf 


the source of the information, he had not. been 


yr | a 


¢ Re eerey: cequest more 


| 


eee cere eee ee oof 
Ce f ow'y Cotte DMT yi 
vig Fist coleman Slawson request & ees 
aw 1g 


wd sends “te the Gammi Seren 
<j wwe that eee CE eee ae 
Le" 


WP given access, Qa TErwers + 
Cala“ vb 
xo ks 


0 concerning the assassination (as; 
pede cones NAN. 9 a PB wh | 


SY” 


aaa pore es 


CAH es t 
. . 
+ TE PO EERE 


listing? reveals that the intercept of the Dorticos-Arman 
conversation of November 22, 1964, es which the passing 

of monies @& discussed had not as of April 2 been provided 

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested 


the Dorticos~Armas transcripts.’ - AT the March 12, 1964 


meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re- 


Dae 
presentatives. (Cite.) ets 


ee Gee 
On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson artieutated 
their concern for receiving complete access: to all material 
relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip: They-wrote: 
The most probable final result of the entire 
investigation of Sawaave activities in Mexico is 
a conclusion that he went there for the purpose 


of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con- 


spiracies, etc. took place. 


Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met 
by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State 
Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of 
the CIA. 


That same day during a meeting. between the Commission 


v 


representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the 


group actual transcripts of the telephone surveillance 
AC idvaponicd ris ee OY larsyerly TY p* fap 
operations ard English translations ©f the same In addition, 


he provided the group with reels of photographs for the 

time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from 
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet -Embassy entrances 
David Slawson wrote: | 


"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative 
that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all 
facts, including the sources of his information, and 
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared 
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond 

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff 
the information we obtained through him without first 
Clearing it with his superiors in Washington. We 

agreed to this." (Slawson memo, April 22, 1964, p. 22) 


Mr. Scott described to the Commission representatives 


the CIA's course of action immediately following the assassination, 


imamediakel | 
Scott indicated that his staff emupemet began to compile 
dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico 
whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (p.22). 
Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents 


evo . 
ae immediately been put under surveillance following the 


"Scott's narrative plus the material we were shown dis- 
closed immediately how incorrect our previous 
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the 
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the 
distortions and omissions to which our information had 
been subjected had entered some place in Washington, 
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott 
was unambiguous on almost all the crucial points. We 
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's 
reconstruction of Oswald's probable activities at the 
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how 
badly distorted our information was we realized that 
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided 
to take as close note as possible from the original 
source materials at some later time during our visit." 


(Pe let? 


‘Slawson's memorandum of April 21, 1964 records the results 


a 


of the notetaking from original source materials that he did 
on following Scott's disclosures. These notes dealtexclusively 
yr with the telephonic intercepts pertaining gB-seapectiveiy? "the 
E Duran and Oswald conversations Sorte periek Sept a7—-Oct / ) 19763. 
It is aviaexe from Slawson's record that the Agency's 
denial of original source materials, in this case the telephonic 
surveillance intercepts, seriously impaired the Commission's 
acurtetely reasencd , 
ability to draw’conclusionsjregarding Oswald's sojourn in Mexico 


why ett 


es ae It meant that as 


a of April 10, 

k | Commission investigation, the Commission was forced to retrace 
j; the factual path by which it had structured Oswald's activities 
in Mexico City. It further revealed that the Agency had 

provided ambiguous information to the Commission when, in fact 

"on almost all the crucial points" significantly more precise 


couts have horn 


SHC materials weme available for analysis by the Commission. 


ey 


. no fd 
rhe pred sects (GPL Lkel fap betes 
UY vetlan Co bes tena, Wer Le Ze tt Ai LAD ok “ . 
Thus, thee Agency's early policy of not p oviding.the Commission 
with tm vitally relevant information derived from certain 
sensitive sources and methods had seriously undermined the 
investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of investigation 
: ‘ 
that might have been more seriously considered had this 


. . . ‘ carter neem . “tas heceagio 
material been expeditiously provided; (e.g., Cuban involvements 
i 
oY Sho-Lly} Ce t0. Cee tun ation ; 3 ae 


pe Pe Oy mua cton > 
VI. Mexico City Mystery Man 


On November 23, 1963, Marguerite Oswald was shown by 
FBI Special Agent Odum a photograph of a man bearing no 
physical resemblance to her saat THEE photograph had been 
supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA's Mexico City 
Station after Agency representatives had searched their files 


fn 
in an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photograph 


was one in a series 


uae 
ppolee Harvey Oswald... Richard Helms, in a sworn 


affidavit before the Warren Commission, stated that the 
photograph iowa Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4, 
1963 in Mexico City and mistakenly linked at that time to | 
oswaia. € cick Helis 266) deat: In Wer) 

On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified before 
the Warren Commission and recounted the circumstances under 
which she was shown the photograph. Mrs. Oswald testified that 


wtR at o 
she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby. (p. 153) 


Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote 


_ Thomas KRorramesines Acsstact PDP vat both 
O Peer , Oe SSR a 


On that same-day, in a separate letter to DCI McCone,, 


Washers wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret : 


Sincez® Nove \. 
ye Services tha the CIA had disseminate everal reports or i 
vet fas 


communications concerning the assassination to the Secret 


ey A : 
Service Sdéaumexdbeembocomsasoe 

ai Yr, - 2 lp - w ph” Ci 
“ireports and other materials. These Site cables tive 
o cdes rare a alla (db act Fi Bd 

concerned wae the photograph of the individual Geeecs ep 
pi oe MfAico C: 44 S tation as 
9 Ne Oswald and subsequently shown to Oswald's A Oem ae 
whit way (haar YA yaa Ee ae ad ae 
rt. 
SRE STREET m5 pa rey A LO 


om foes y pao aes requested copies of these 


“et 


\¥ ee boy weray’ 
disseminated“to the Secret Service was a November 26 


Dn , a the materials 


CO 


v 
oof 
ou ee dissemination (DIR85177), 


x ; $iCoes : 
My thewkeeretr=ServEre. That cable concerned the Dorimmm-Armas 
ff 


conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic 


ye surveillance operations in Mexico Ccity*at the time of the 
n. ; , aa 

r -| assassination and Oswald's earlier visit. 

John Scelso testified regarding the circumstances 


surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Commission 


of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated: 


=. 37. = 


"We did not initially disclose to the Warren 

Commission all of our technical operations. In other 
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we 
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had 
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean 
anything, you see?" 


Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral 
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren 
Commission. 


Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal 
all our technical operations. 


(Scelso deposition, 150) 
~ Freborsary 1x51 46%. 
the Warren 


un G Enea rsly Ae MEL tek | 
ahrerrelormerne: DRS eh — BR pra ean pacman aries Shay access to 
a Sau roe of tancesn tothe C/A. 


telephonic surveillance production) (as discussed in the 7 Bie 


Commission 


Simi lal 7hiSclasatre rrclen, wl fou 
preceding section), the ~#e~mm of the photosurveillance operations, 
wo to = — Wool Aen CommhSS tan Mend, RE oO c LO Acer», 


alse : . 7 
me to cause concern within 


oe the Agency. 
On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal 


memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for 


your determination." Rocca outlined Angleton's desire not to 


respond directly to Rankin*s request of February 12 regarding 
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novemlter 23, 
1964. Rocca then stated: 


Y’ "Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer 
re rs os to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by 
ee 2 (of the above-referenced February 12 
a en” , letter). If they come back on this point he feels 
- that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to 
\ Ma go over to show the Commission the material rather than 
‘ee S pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these 
. yw oe are of new substantive interest. We have either 
Sey : : passed the material in substance to the Commission in 
es, ¥ esponse to earlier levies on the items on the items 
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous s@x 


photographs which are not of Oswald..." 
WS Jape memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250) 


BER, 


VIII. 


yb 


oa 


Luisa Calderon 

Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's. 
assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named 
"Luisa" received a telephone call from an unidentified man 
speaking Spanish. © (MEXI 7105, 27 Nov. 63, FOIA 173-615, attach- 
ment) This call had been intercepted and recorded by the CIA's 
Mexico City Station as the result of its LIENVOY (tel. tap) 
operation. (op cit) The Mexico City Station identified the 
Luisa of the conversation as Luisa Calderon, who was then 
employed in the Commercial Attache's office at the Cuban 
Consulate. 

During the course of the conversation, the unidentified - 
caller asked Luisa if she had heard the latest news. Luisa 
replied ina joking tone: 

"Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy." 

The calle-went on to tell Luisa that the person 
apprehended for Kennedy's slaying was the "President of one of 
the Committees of the Fair Play for Cuba." Luisa replied that 
she knew this also. Luisa inquired whether the person being 
held for the killing was a gringo. The unidentified caller 
replied, "yes." Luisa told her caller that she had learned 
nothing else about the assassination; that she had learned 
about the assassination only a little while ago. The 


unidentified caller commented: 
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We think that if it had been or had 
seemed...public or had been one of the 
segregationists or against intergration 
who had killed Kennedy, then there was, 
let's say, the possibility that a sort 
of civil war would arise in the United 
States; that contradictions would be 
sharpened...who knows 7 


Luisa responded: 


Imagine, one two, three and now, that makes 
three. (She laughs.) 


Raymond Rocca, fom 


a 1975 Rockefeller Commission request for information on 


a possible Cuban ‘conspiracy to assassinate President 


Kennedy wrote regarding Calderon's comments: 


Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex ‘post facto 
suggestion of foreknowledge. This is the 
only item in the intercept coverage of the 
Cubans and Soviets after the assassination: 
that contains the suggestion of foreknow- 


ledge or expectation. (Rocca memo for DC/OPS, 


23 May 1975, p. 15) 


‘Standing by itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptic 


com- 


ments do not merit serious attention. Her words may .in- 


deed indicate foreknowledge of the assassination but may 


also =e be interpreted without such a sinister 


cation. Nevertheless, as will be discussed herein, 
Committee has determined that Luisa Calderon's case 


merit serious attention in the months following the 


impli- 
the 
did 


assas~- 


sination. However, Calderon's comments were not reported 


to the Warren Commission, apparently an agency oversight. 


car fd 
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‘Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in 
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1964, carrying 
Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was believed 
to be 1940 (Dispatch, HMMA21612) Calderon's presence in 
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July 15, 
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to 
the CIA's Mexico City séStion and to the Chief of the CIA's 
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis- 
patch had attached to it a report containg biographic data 
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico 
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon 
was listed as Secretary of the Cuban Embassy's commercial 
office. The notation indicated that a report was pending 
on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success, 
to locate the report. 

On September 1, 1963, a dispatch was sent from 
the Chief of the Special Affairs Staff to the Chief of et 
wwé Station in Mexico City (Dispatch HMMW 11935).* 

Luisa Calderon's association with the Cuban DGI 
was first reported by the CIA on May 5, 1964. At that 
time, Harold Swenson, Chief of Counterintelligence for the 
Special Affairs Staff, recorded the results of his de- 
briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1. The memorandum 
states that AMMUG had no direct knowledge of Lee Harvey 
Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items 


of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In- 


TAGS Ai specthe A cepa t tea VAG! 
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Cover) ” 


ar eae 


telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-1 had 
been asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence 
services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told Swenson, 
as recorded in the May 5 memorandum that "Prior to October 
1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on 
two or three occasions. Before, during and after these 
visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General 
De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon, 
Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez. | 
Swenson thereafter wrote that Slaeeoats precise 
relationship to the DGI wag not clear. As a comment to 
this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch 
traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico and departure, dum4. 


Erk 1 164 
c . 
tas for Cuba. 


On May 7, 1964, Swenson recorded additional informa- 
tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald's 
possible contact with the DGI. Paragraph 3 of this memoran- 
dum stated in part: 


"a. Luisa Calderon, Since she returned to 
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary 
by the DGI even though she has not per- 
formed any services. Her home is in 
‘ the Vedado section where the rents are 
high. 

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for 
several years. Before going to Mexico, 
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior 
Commerce in the department which was 
known as the "Empress Transimport." 

Her title was Secretary General of the 
Communist Youth in the department named 
in the previous sentence. 


ssa 
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’ On May 8 Swenson further disclosed AMMUG's know- 
ledge of the Oswald case. Swenson paraphrased AMMUG's 
knowledge of Calderon as follows: 


I thought that Luisa Calderon might have 
had contact with Oswald because I learned about 
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to 
Mexico, that she had been involved with an 
American in Mexico. The information to which 
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer... 
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange 
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from 
the DGI althought she apparently did not do any 
work for the Service. (The case officer) told 
me that hers was a peculiar case and that he 
himself believed that she had been recruited in 
Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al- 
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did 
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had 
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because, 
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had 
intercepted a letter to her by an American who 
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something 
Similar. As you know, the pronunciation of 
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so 
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan- 
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard" 
or something different. As I understand the matter, 
the letter from the American was a love letter 
but indicated that there was a clandestine- 
professional relationship between the writer and 
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the 
case officer) that after the interception of 
the letter she had been followed and seen in the 
company of an American. I do not know if this 
could have been Oswald... 


t 


On May:‘ll, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum 
to Director Richard Helms regarding the information Swenson 
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP 
in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis- 
cuss the AMMUG/1 sitaution on a very restricted basis 
with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at 


the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this 
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takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ- 

ing. (11 May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687-295 with/4 attachments). 
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding 

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi- 

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms' 

communication was a paraphrased accounting of Swenson's 

May 5 memorandum. (Helm's memo, May 15, 1964, FOIA 697-294). 


In that attachment the intelligence associations of 


Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez are set 


forth. However, that attachment ae reference. what- 
soever to Luisa Calderon. 


Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested 
. Qos ase ta 


“as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, to~teek-at the 


questions used in Swenson's interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley 
Memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18, 
1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research 
and analysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses 
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review. 
Willens saw Swenson's May 5.memorandum. The Sas mention 
of gPideron was as follows: "The precise relationship of 
Luisa elaekon to the DGI is not clear. She spent about 
six months in Mexico from which she returned to Cuba Bari 


\ 
in 1964. However, Willens was not shown the Swenson memoran- 


‘dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more 


detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible 
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contact with the Warren Commission“Stated that on the 


average it took less than « 


fre week for the CIA to transmit 


its information to @ Warren Commission, after such in-: = 


: poo ~ 
peen processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep.,, “ “+--+; 
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formation had 
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So 


ey the Warren Commission to experience greater difficulty 


oo,  gebtwarr | ° 
in getting 9@aj9 information than when the protection of oe ia 


such sources and methods was not at issue. J. Lee Rankin s.eie> Jn 
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oda 
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the (A) OUReR COMMITS LD 


, , 
operations of the CIA's Mexico¥ City Station ~°™’ 
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oth E VES SINT VEER BOEES cA. 


A 


“ 2) As a related consideration the congsevemay—surz, re vent 
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as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from 
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Wha origin of 
xeaunding™photograph now referred to as that 


of the "Mexico City Mystery Man" 
Each of these concerns will be examined? 


Grerein. 


The CIA's concern for revealing the existence -of 


SRL DUE aie Ses TE 


sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was 
eo 
evident from the goeception of the Warren Commission. 


Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first 


by A 
to reveal all our technical operations." (seekse aay. 
Ax Aird : ; 
p.158) BS iso farther testitigaNfar . 


5 We were going to give them intelligence re- 
yt“ ports which derived from all our sources, in- 
‘~ of .g Cluding technical sources, including the tele- 

“x ~ phone intercept and the information gotten 

. .» 2 from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for 
example, which corresponded almost exactly 
~ with the information from the telephone inter- 


oe 
di 
x a cepts. (Ext~to~Sectag quoter -ati-ef prs) 


eZ Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by 


examination of the background to the first major CIA 


IA FoI Pocuma®s # So?- $03 


report furnished the Warren Commission garding Lee Harvey , 
a4 cearrercorm{ : 7 / 
Oswald's trip to Mexico City. S(Giswee.) Much. of thé” PnRO FMA LY, Menvan 


a3, Lee 
tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was “ego 
a . es . Helens 
based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification 


of which had been deleted completely from the report. 


B 
the bo1icy limiting Warren Commission know- 


ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early 


CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated: 


Our present plan in passing information to the 
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele- 
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin- 
uing 6pS . Will rely instead on statements 
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet 
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID 
eee ee ee 
C/A Fon Doc 1 Yemen 2 Sea 1964) DIR Tm 3 
26-757 
The basic policy articulated in the ie a Lock 
ES tt SEU fi caty ee % of Hee ae 
1963 cable is also set forth\in a CIA memorandum o 
CIA Memorardimbe Hie, 25 Pee aakee eer Fink O'neal) 
December 40, 19632 In that nenetendn’ Birch eal 
3 ples Lryestiaok lon Group 
of the CIA Counterintelligence/ Staff wrote that he had 


been saviesa by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIA, 
that the FBI was anticipating a request from the darren 
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup- 
ported or COND Vist Lod fag FBI's five volume report of 
Decmeber 9, 1963-Submitted to the Warren Commission. 
Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated 
that’ some United States Agency was tapping telephones 


aI Ca Ay TA 


in Mexico, “Papieh-queried O'teat whether the FBI could 
Ace 


supply the Warren Commission with”%source of the telephone 
taps. (The -FBI-had-knowlédge Of CIA's teétephone—surveil- 
Layee ° * . ° 7 
ee lanceoperations—inMexivo—City;—see-CEASQCt-3/779/ 5407 
ce she ws , 
/ iw  ° O'Neal's memorandum eR that he discussed this matter 


pean with Scelso, iy yayniem, freter a discussion with Helms, 


a i se a er ae 


ra cetlSe—— ee 
\ 7-was directed by Helms to prepare CIA material to be passed 


“to the Warren Commission. O'Neal wrote: 


. He (Scelso) was quite sure it was not the 


ee Agency's desire to make available to the Com- 
a al mission at least in this manner--via the FBI- 
GT ea sensitive information which could relate to 
we |.* % + telephone taps (Bioek=6lNeal, Memo for. File, 


77 ke 2 uv" e620 Dee 63 Subj+—LeeHarvey_Oswald) 
-* : ae ot by B; rh O'near, oe cif sefttile mat iAt J 


bey RecA pout ee waneete lo 1 al Ses CAN - fhctaentd 


ae : : : 
tect the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques. 


(CIA_Cabie Birs—96466,-FOIA 426-757; 20 Dee 63) 
aie P 


ey * . eee ‘ 
Lit Be Sy O + thy (= Tar Wiles + cep 6 . 


IV. ne rs and=Phete—Susveddiance 
Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's 
reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during 


ex He Sonn SS pon’ § usssAdk& 
the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur- 


The reason for the sensitivity of/'these tele- 
phone taps and surveillance was not only be- 
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's 
standpoint, but the telephone taps were run- 
ning in’ conjunction with the Mexican authori-%t 
tie5| and therefore, if this Had become public 
knowledge, it would have caused very es feel- 


_ ings between Mexico and the ,United,$tat 
_*> and that was the reason. (helms Exe : 2 Sdasi sh 
hearing,_pp-.5i-52, Shon aves 8% Cee ane 


1th hor elms, 8/5/78 
[?P ad- fe mw 


Nevertheless, the CIA had provided in ormation to 


on Seg 

. oe 

ae the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveil} nce operations 

? prior to the assassination™ ee tal ee post- sassination 
7774s odor FnctheCemace 


id 


Feet ata ee ot ae slag at ther ne 
FORT i ALTE A IATA Sy ee a se 


LA of November 28, 1963 the White Houge, through information 


ee made available by DCI McCone to National Security Council? 


had 


AL 
. Director McGeorge Bundy, "@@% Aware that the CIA had tele- 


pom ic eee 
anailbageess 


ss fis—a—source 


4 
ofconcern to cay Committee. aoe is indicative of a tag 


VG hesinnedPebe co ini tse one BoA 
: por De Skew ins wor the a ; 


errs Gelt a memercfor tee 
substance info reat! wae provi ides 
eh Scels Oe/5 pisss 


saa a $$ ries 
the Warren Commission. HEE Meuse aekT ‘This process 


might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro- 


ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it, 
tS ~ 


! in : ae see Ti ogg wore. iF seg 
: Al career" “0 we Lhe ae Wty fay 


ae 
tiv “ty at om ton x4 (av _ e 
‘ ne . bf c fad ee pos ese cling DD va 

As noted previously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA 


OTK Otay 


cL Aap crt 


provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that oe alk Cota 
Vere 


chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visit@ during -“* ‘ir? 


Septeipes 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum 


f. 


erves nOYmention axa Oswald's various ee 


woe nw 


- 
sations with the Cuban and 1 Sovpelt snsaeee/Coneuiates naa gy 


been tapped and. subsequently transcribed. Furthermore, \ eR Bs 
Cf eae) wane 


avd 
a that memorandum a ndtfrenticn extsamamemee that the ‘Crh 
had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban fy 
Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at e Bees seat 


the Soviet Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the 


conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban wae 


ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped and a 
‘transcribed. 
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‘On February 1, 1964,Helms appeared before the 


Commission (gs@-above} and likely discussed the memoran- 
Ses ro(A Duct 198 207,24 Sen 1964, R97 $24) 
1964: 


dum of January 3/ , On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee 


Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of 


SSPFK € Poe Wo. — 


January 31. A review of Rankin's letter indicates that. 


Ais weitiag 
aie AS Of webeeewe, the Warren Commission 


had no substantive knowledge of the telephonée¢surveillance 
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans- 
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb- 
ruary 10, 1964 fatter whether Oswald's direct communica- 
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in 
PHeaceh los the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated 
by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com- 


mission had been informed of the telephongc surveillance 


operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry 
oe : 
by Rankin would not have been made. C8? St \ 


v 


eee 


Raymond Rocca's testimony tends to support this 
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between 
the time period of January..1964 - April 1964, Warren Com- 
mission's representatives had visited the CIA's headquar- 
ters in Langley; Virginia and had been shown various trans— 
cripts resulting from the CIA's telephoné& surveillance 

pscitclassi€ rer dog. of Parmerd Rocca 24/28, PS 

operations in Mexico City. (Rocca-dep»—p-82) However, 


Mr. Rocca did not personally make this material available 


to Commission representatives and was not able to state 


under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren 
fist) | 


Commission earned of these operations. ie rie ae 


3h 9G as 


On February 19, 


= bes pens bo. aae Sa tot ae 


inquiry of February 10. The Agency EU sae did indi- (96s 


cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was 


also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency did 
wet reveal’‘the source of this information in its response 

S Gousc®. 
to the Commissiomnfpr indicate*’ that sé would be revealed 


ae . 
by other means (e.g. by oral briefing). i tbora 
on now |: e o 4: LI1A Tel hen Le 
i Ite ADT EET, ERSR EE SS gu Ter faata 
git - ase 
TER During the period of March - April 1964, David 
Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which among other 


issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access 


_ to the production material derived from the CIA telephon¢e 


Ces 
co 


surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of 


these memoranda tengG to support { the- Committee’ s belief —- e. 


eNom ee ttl 


, se 
[Sine 


that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Gelanan, ros Juh a 


and Willeys did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil- ae 
mp % datt ae a 

lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that-time, Coleman, _... 
ne nat 


SE hwson and Willens met with win Scott, the CIA's Chief. 
Sct T 

of Station in Mexico City We provided them with various 

transcripts and translations derived from CIA telephone 

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson 

ftemorandum of April 22, 1964, Subject: Ww, ve Me Tao C1 #, 3 
April. . 

HWSRer , Prior to a Ce it appears doubtful 


that the Commission had been given even partial access 


to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12, 


ese -e 


1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission 
had at least become aware that the CIA did maintain 
telephon& surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate. 


(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: ae with 


argh | 


CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum’ tab 
vho 

~elemm the Warren Commission had learned that’ CIA augue 

possessea& transcripts of conversations between the Cuban 

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos. 
Porticos~ Acmes 

Thea? conversations, requested by the Warren Commission 

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including 


Richard Helms, concerned Silvia 


Durffa' $s arrest and interrogation by ene Mexican Federal 
mimes SIAASON proms rartitn €Apri (2, (764 PS) fa ie ¢s~¥6 $ 
Police (cite?). ey Helms responded to the Com- 
stat 4 
mission's request for access, ggyeinkwemtemwe that he would 


attempt to arrange for the Warren Commissionv representativeg* 
: ee naa 
f? review @ this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964)\2 oe: 
It shouldbe noted that the records reviewed do not 


reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the 


Dorticos~Armas intercepts. As detailed above, both the FBI 
and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the 
\ CIA's eerdehonte surveillance activities in Mexico City. 

(cPSS~ one or the other could well have provided the War- 
ren Commission with this Sn ueneton: Nevertheless, Ray- - 
mond Rogas' testimony as cited herein (Rocca dep. ) 
lends some support tO the position that the Commission had 
been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through 


the CIA's initiative. 


LDS 


Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964. 


concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated 


; . eancte(n 
that the tentative conclusions a Sat Oswald's 


that he had reacheqg were derived from CIA 


memorandag of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964,(Smersem 
tterk 2 51464 
and in addition a Mexican federal police summary Geyprof T>° 


Mexico trip, 


interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination 
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote: 


A large part of it (the summary report) is 

simply a summation of what the Mexican police 

learned when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia 

Duran, (sic} an employee of the Cuban Consulate 

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu- 

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police. 5 Ebia$ 


These comments indicate that safson placed limited 
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there 
‘As no indication that Saiftson had been provided the Duran 
telephontt iateesene transcripts. In fact, by virtue of 
Slawson's comments conerning the Meiftan police report, 


it would appear that the Warren Commission,as. of March 25, 


/ ¢ 


had been provided little substantive information pertaining 


to Sylvia Duran. 9 insert P 2% 


The Committee's belief that Slawson had not been 


given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported 


. c Cp @&dqe 
by reference to his memorandum offuarch 27, 1964 L(Cite> 


wherein he states his conclusion that keene ad visited 
LAP? 
the Cuban Embassy on three occasions. This conclusion 
A. 
W rey of 
he wissimaaeiss based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi- 


his yrArne Fan dine pears 
mony before the Mexican police. 1 ee ee no 
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indication that he_ hac reviewed any of the Duran 


transcripts. Furthermore,® ((siawsoy had™been given access 


to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have 


been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted 


for this purpose. His analysis tpould have* reflected 


the fact of this hoes, by its corroboration or 
above call aa 


: jawct criticism of the Mexican police summary report. 


—gPttarch 25, 1964, the x 


the erren Comes 7 


Oswal iP woities inset ‘ ico Cit¥Rad not been given a 
gS : Se ft $ Sdawson resents y 2 
ipts. 


he Commission had been oa? 


aWeeSs to the Duran transcri 


4 


Lt 


Soe 


Ste ee 


forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did not. make~ 


reference to the surveillance operations, and “an ee ae 


Sciasen by tbr MtricanFedarel Pols 
j ABE report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for 


over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera- 
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission 


As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem- 


i 


staff members. 
ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico yeteY Station: 


Our present plan in passing seroeharion to 
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention 
of telephone taps, in order to protect your 
continuing operations. Will rely instead 

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents 
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave 


ODACID here. 
(CIA Gabi ts,‘ DIR gabe, ForAt&420- ~757, Dec. 20, 


1964 CIA p.2144) 


Le TR 
Eee EN SEIN oe uy 


lek A (koa AT 
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Beek Pace te diet am 


ae eR ee eR 


t 
‘ 
i 
| 
: 
j 
i 
de 
| 
| 
i. 
iz 


as: ae 


times. He statedAhat this conclu shite gvas based upon his 
y i ro Ve 
review of Silvfa@ Duran's testgr forte, he Mexican 3o?™e 


1964 "CIA p. gf?) Howeyer, 
4 
fonclusiogg were stags teen 


(Slawson meyfOrandum, Mar es 


ae .. 


Slawson Ges not staty Anat hi 


from review of Be the PY faction la the Mex ph fo City 


statign su Gilyfnce operafrods$ ae + 


wson doss-#ndicate, 
og Gis ieer ee Tae otis. 
howevar, thay "his Saag oe sn STOTT regarding, Oswald's 
os : ; 


visit to. “the Cuban-eabasey® - aie access to the C(4 Ss 
telephonic surveillance production would have clarified some 


ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p. m. CS les: ae 


nee on slandu, 


Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy, and stated ale Aan 
; tnterce tr 
that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy,‘ re- baer 


EM bAS Ly 0h aN 
questing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was eek: 
r 2 


determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem- 

ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran aa the Soviet Consulate 
s 

stating that an American, identified by CIA analysts as 


ead Crh P 4 the Ch Ais Rad +tecsti-c~e— 
Oswald @% at the Cuban Embassy. Thus, og : ZrUreepatnie 


wos definitively-established that Oswald had 


visited the. Cuban. Embassy. on..at. least two occasions. 
Moreover, the specific dateSand. exact times of his. presence 
in_the_ Cuban. Enbassy aim established as the result of the. 
eee ne agi this information been made 
available to Slawson, his calcuations of Oswald's activities 
it haxiee City would have been more firmly established 


than they were as of March 27, 1964. These-era: cipts 
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The record supports the Committee's finding that 


as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not 
Ae a been given access to the above-referenced series of tele- 
neal? ee prhoue intercepts. Ina memorandum of that date by Coleman 


oe eT ee ro) 


we : ae ,and Slawson, they articulataone question to the CIA and 


ee wwe” two requests for information from the Agencys (ASaSesado: 


| (pias 
Ls ue Sluvsegh Glenan SAY: Qvcitions Ra; ERA by ahe A rrva: aan File 
sa memor April 2, 1964, Gla-pre 975) (meenetes?d Cole manan 


ck aS aeSan M Fete: 
a 1) What is the information source referred to in 


3 the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended 

ae : abe: 
arm to settle down in Odessa; ih hse 
v — 


ogi es Ss 


ae “ae i 
3 od 


uP 2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts’ ~~" 


~ | of the intercepts, translated if possible, in 
refer 
all cases where the intercepts @am@e to the i 


assassination or related subjects; 
3) We would especially like to see the intercept 


in which the allegation that money was passed 
ssy is discussea J 1 brad 


: re The ques Ke mreia ly pose Min the above-referenced 


7 Y : A 
ie * memorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephoné& epee 


? - 
Gay VOE See ri 1963 at as 237 a. Mm. (Stree neneh Fo 


if Slawson a Four: ft 


the information, he had se heen 


MEAT te cv 


v ov ; ; 
Pa % Y of ‘ 
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NS MOSES bees Pa \ 
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giver-a ees PSSST EE Ty eS Ce UES Pe le ~ eos ese De 


A este olenceit t dgften number three of the above 
tr. 647% eT 

; reveals that the intercept of the Dorticos-Arman 
conversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing 
of monies @& discussed had not as of April 2 been provided 


to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested 


the Dorticos-Armas transcripts. af the March 12, 1964 


meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re- 


5 prosentativess (estbetting C§ lirhes Bere gn 
e On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson articulated (ay | 
their concern for vdaeavineneonpiets access’ to all material 
relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip: They-—wrote:.- 

fhe most probable final result of the entire 

investigation of Oswald's activities in Mexico is 

a conclusion that he went there for the purpose 


of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con- 


spiracies, etc. took place. 
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Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met 


by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State 


Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of 
the CIA. Cx bi A ppi- 10 


That same day during a meeting between the Commission 
representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the 


group actual transcripts,of the telephoneg surveillance Piha 94% 
ai cceorepa nt const ofl Tan sch yS CS gig 
operations and English translations... (oé=the~seme~ In addition, 


he provided the group with reels of photographs for the 

time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from 
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrances 
David Slawson wrote: | 


",..Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative 

that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all 

facts, including the sources of his information, and 

that he understood that all three of us had been cleared 

for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond 

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff 

the information we obtained through him without first 

Clearing it with his superiors in Mpkedebiswete hese bi We 

agreed to this." (Sleweeor=meme-:aniu: oOy, p. 22} 
~ 2 weg? 


Mr. Scott described to the Commission representatives 


the CIA's course of action immediately following the assassination. 


immediakel 
\ Scott indicated that his staff sumemerememmet began to compile 


dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico 
whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (HEBBS ck. ds 


Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents 


a been put under surveillance following the 


"Scott's narrative plus the material we were shown dis- 
closed immediately how incorrect our previous 
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the 
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the 
distortions and omissions to which our information had 
been subjected had entered some place in Washington, 
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott 
was unambiguous on almost all the crucial points. We 
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's 
reconstruction of Oswald's probable activities at the 
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how 
badly distorted our information was we realized that 
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided 
to take as close note as possible from the original 

ferr Ab yoe Lave rials at some later time during our visit." 
€ 


Wo. it~ 
it 4 Sldwson' Ss memorandum of April 21, 1964 records the results 


ec : of the notetaking from original source materials that he did 


Most following Scott's disclosures. These notes deal¥exclusively 

ay, 7 with the telephonic iabercapispertaintagamepecenescevety? the 
p ta 7-Cct/) sibel 
sale Crtercepts § 


that the Agency's 


hy" oe and Oswald nversationsSortle p Kuod 
ShuS ~ nde 


bat) tele s 
Soa SA Gaba! bass OS pe4 MN oye Ga 
ae It is “evident from Slawson's recor 


denial of original source materials, in this case the telephonic 


surveillance intercepts, seriously impaired the Commission's 
acuuretely PeASONZA 
cence to draw*conclusionsjregarding Oswald! Ss sojourn in Mexico 


\ City, Fe ee aT N TEE PTE, Ba — wna. IK It meant that as 
ae of April 10, 1964, nearing the halfway point of the Warren 
Mw : 
ae Commission investigation, the Commission was forced to retrace 


the factual path by which it had structured Oswald's activities 
in Mexico City. It further revealed that the Agency had 
provided ambiguous information to the Commission when, in fact 
"on almost all the crucial points" significantly more precise 


cons ad a prd 
Materials eeme available for analysis by the Commission. — t 


ia ’ : io : : , 3 
Z 5 ‘ Sf yek Les eee a. to ee Qo wae 
g wi A, a ? feat a? wee Tw Le et te - oo 
ms és eo or ee a ioe OFS Lat age * ” . 
met ey ie ae ; A eel 
F a ae she sh bane, Spe oa - 
ff oes aT ae Lf abe we eb Te fm ca et eet Se ee wre eg. aan we a 
: ait i, od “3 ihe aes it y 
pe ae air oi a / fa 2 ee oe se ce 7 
“ -. : 5 ; erent a iste 

a 2 ee aes eon Cee hee Ce eS 


thus, the Agency! ‘ss aa ‘policy of not providing the conmission 
with vitally relevant information derived from certain 


sensitive sources and methods had seriously undermined the 


investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of investigation _ 


that might have been more seriously considered had this posse 


material been expeditiously provided; (e.g., Guban involveReneS, 
ot a ee - Ce Car bien Let he ate ye TN . nena 
rte bl - 


bE _— Sat TNS oy : 


Mexico sete Mystery Man 
Y ret S$ pecend Azpat Caum short 


On November 23, 1963, Marguerite Oswald veremcivewn Giz 


fof a man bearing no 
oMCLRn Comms SS tan Report p— 
THEE photograph had been 


Ve 


physical resemblance to her sont% 
supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA's Mexico City 
Station after Agency representatives had searched their files 


A poc DPPH~ ISSS, 2711. 
in an effort to locate information on Oswald’ This photographetn¢ 


was one in a series RE 


operations against the Soviet and Cuban Embassy/Consulates rid 


Prior to the 


sea “Ebi / 
ppoLee Harvey oswa ees chara Helms, in a sworn 


had been linked by the Mexico City Statio 


assassination,< 
aac 


affidavit before the Warren Commission, stated that the 
photograph shown to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4, 


1963 in baal pepey and me Stakenty linked at that time to 


On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified Beers 


the Warren Commission and recounted the circumstances under 
: (0 6B an Gomm 66106 owt Pp ies 
which she was shown the photograpf. Mrs. Oswald testified that 
sy vt Ret 
she believed this photograph to have been of Jack ruby. (1 - 153) 


concern veanonss th BO. pumener of the individual ¢ 
py ‘oe MtAice City Station of ee etec eas 


, 


“| dissemination (PURsBrcn ’ 


| thesbeeret=Servrec. That cable concerned the Doriams-Armas 


Fh pak 
hg hd 


Oo bte 
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—— A 
Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote | <. 
Thomas Kacrramesines Ass stant bbe . ; se 
Oe eer eee | & 
awe rash sch Utes ta a. 
a nn this photograph “by the a 


es Intelligence ae Rankin Ga requested that 


j os 
rare owen available. | 
/Fabs 15,1964, THK Doc t— I ? 


day, in a a sepeaee letter, te—beét-Hecone, 


ea bel ite € - anes sia orc nSence oly Cae oy ‘ 

"Rankin wrote : 2 Secret « 
 Qyert met E, > \ 
gear that oe : 


_ communications. concerning the assassination -to-the—Secret 


requested copies of these 
t Achadaek Thame veh 
materials. ree Elke cables otiemwemt 

CS: , OR or QT Lay nalig dt ast, Fred ; 


setts 
= “OSta het gig Se etd a EI show <3 eS. Oswald’ s rye ite 
Lae eye EO LF 


Papemey ues 
“ 


ebn., 4imong the materials 


| lay fhQcir 
' disseminated“to the Secret Service was a as 26 


CoA Doc PIR FSIT?, 2eWov 14ey¥ 


CO 
iCos 


conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic 


ie surveillance operations in Mexico ae ae Choe time of the 


os fateg on Boer les ep s earlier visit. 6 visi FR C1 
des GPE lid eae ess 


eal €< Fohn Scelso testified garaing: the’ 
eel 


surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Commission” ate, 


of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:: 


So BF 


"We did not initially disclose to the Warren 
Commission all of our technical operations. In other 
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we 
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had 
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean 
anything, you see?" 


Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral 
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren 
Commission. 


Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal 
all our technical operations. 


. Sohn . c/?7% 
Sct Class Engh Rec(Scelso alii B 150) ae, 
7 a 4 Febrtatty ban, 146 


aercmamenaig Ts UE nneinies) the Warren 
ANE REALS! y NG AES tnd 
ESET TREC MEE access to 
ce Sour’ ¢ of & aneeln te tthe C/zt te 


tipi of Siena production) (@ e ee 


Commission 


Jarl Lie ap See if 
weg 4714.6 clasare Sienicm ie Te 


rm sili% UES Oise . 
precedihg—Seotion) , the ~teqmmme of the a otosurveillance operations, 


> ba Se Weal ner ae atalae ae wre Cums. 


to cause concern within 


the Agency. 

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal 
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for 
your determination." Rocca outlined Angleton's desire not to 
respond directly to Rankin's request of February 12 regarding 
CIA material sorweTcee to the Secret Service since Novem ler Bed. 
1964. Rocca then stated: 


yr “Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer 

gah cae to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by 

ogee wt \ paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12 

Fog pot letter). If they come back on this point he feels 

ue ae that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to 

ms : go over to show the Commission the material rather than 

eS ? pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these 
ee items are of new substantive interest. We have either 

J ‘passed the material in substapce to the Commission in 

ae eee "7 fesponse to earlier levies ew the items « items 

a a vi refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous S@x 

aes, photographs which are not of Oswald...’ CIR Dec Fe Ag S77-2: 
vo <i peeee_memo—S-MEECR-64, FOLA-S79-250) a aig 


a AF 
Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in 
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 196%, carrying 


Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was believed 


CIB DOC : ; 
to be 194 Dispatch, HMMA21612g Calderon's presence in 
nro date given — 
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July 15, 
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to 
the CIA's Mexico City sateion and to the Chief of the CIA's 
CIA OC, Pernicd DEG teets 
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-' SF SUMe (F655 
patch had attached to it a report containg biographic data 
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico 
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon 
was listed as Secretary of the Cuban Embassy's commercial 
office. The notation indicated that a report was pending 


on Calderon. The. Agency has attempted, without success, 


to locate the report. 

On September 1, 1963, a despatch was sent from 
the Chief of SOE Special Affairs Staff to the Chief Of. --.4, 
its’ Station in* ‘Mexico: city Uoisesttn ahs aia Roars aes 3 


taiee Calderon's aecseieeicn with the Cuban DGT tims 


yw CarkGed CcIAr p MBNA 
M 964. At end s JO”N, . 
was geen reported Se eres on ay 5, l aS ee Masitee 
time, pesLaeerson, Chief of Counterintelligence ‘for the 
\ par tee 


Special Affairs Statt. recerded the results of his de- 
briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1. The memorandum 
stateg that AMMUG¢had no direct knowledge of Lee Harvey 


Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items 


VEER of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In- 


ar ae 


berber tet thin 
a for Cuba. ‘ £BID 


+ 08a 


, ja BID > peat 
telligence Service officers! ‘Specifically, AMMUG-1 het 


beet! asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence 


. Rane oscA. 
services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told SwenSon, 


as—recordent-itr-tne May—s~memorandum—ehat "Prior to October 


1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on 


(ndo,st 


two or three occasions. Before, during and after these 
visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General 
De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon, 


Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez "(LEIP 


baryes QA 
Swépson thereafter wrote that Calderon's precise 


relationship to the DGI was not clear. As-a comment to 


this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch > 1G6% 
of 


akin ay eh! 
traffic which recorded her arrival in Me Leo Gnd departure, Acree 
Mme AR a Or Vefee ALES OE eA. 


; hLarser A 
On May 7, 1964, Swermsen recorded additional informa- 


tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald' Ss 
CUA Dot Foyt G2 245, HMA. S 7a? 
possible contact with the DGI. Paragraph 3 of this memoran- 


dum stated in part: 
“a. Luisa Calderon, since. she returned to 
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary 
by the DGI even though she has not per- 
formed any services. Her home is in 
the Vedado section where the rents are 
high. 

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for 
several years. Before going to Mexico, 
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior 
Commerce in the department which was 
known as the "Empress Transimport." 

Her title was Secretary General of the 
Communist Youth in the department named 
in- the previous sentence. {ce 1D? 


- 49 - 
bas os I ; 

+ On May 8 Swenson further disclosed AMMUG's know- | 
ee ne eee ie aranhresed 
edge o e Oswa case. araphrased AMMUG' 
g pueteon: Porae s 


knowledge of Calderon as follows: 


I thought that Luisa Calderon might have 
had contact with Oswald because I learned about 
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to 
Mexico, that she had been involved with an 
American in Mexico. The information to which 
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer... 
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange 
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from 
the DGI althought she apparently did not do any 
work for the Service. (The case officer) told 
me that hers was a peculiar case and that he 
himself believed that she had been recruited in 
Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al- 
though Manuel. Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did 
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had 
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because, 
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had 
intercepted a letter to her by an American who 
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something 
similar. As you know, the pronunciation of 
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so 
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan- 
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard" 
or something different. As I understand the matter, 
the letter from the American was a love letter 
but indicated that there was a clandestine- 
professional relationship between the writer and 
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the 
case officer) that after the interception of 
the letter she had been followed and seen in the 
company of an American. I do not know if this 
could have been Oswald. . [bia 


On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum 
to Director Richard Helms regarding the information Swenson 
aipfhy Doc FeolfA 687-2499 } R wcia mem orandiam , [I May (Se 
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP 
in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis- 


m cuss the AMMUG/1 sitajtion on a very restricted basis 


with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at 


the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this 


= 50, = 


takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ- 

ta Lt bjs. p.= | 

ing. (11 -Mey—64;—Rocca_memo7—FOTA687 295 with/4—attachments) . 
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding , 

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi- 


oo . — Ler Poc Feth GF2~ 294, tos te 
tivity and operational significance. ‘Netached to Helms' 1S Mas (164 


etn oscA’s 

communication was a oe accounting of vee dir a 
May 5 memorandum. eee Ses a ee ee 
In that attachment the intelligence associations of 
Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez are set 
forth. However, that attachment makes no reference what- 
soever to Luisa Calderon. 

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested 


Goce ares 
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, to~teek-at the 


Aaryosh’s 1C4A Doc Fair 
questions used in Swensen's interrogation of AMMUG\ (Beetey 739-5. 
memor€e-Hocca, 19 June 1964 FQze=#a0-3102. On June 18, 
1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research 
sia Ensiysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses 
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review. 
Lonmgeosn's 

Willens saw Swenmsen's May 5.memorandum. The only mention 
of aideron was as follows: "The precise relationship of 
Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not clear. She spent about 
six months in. Mexico from which she returned to Cuba early © 

chit or Laser KA 
in 1964.2~However, Willens was not shown the Swerson memoran- 

} 


dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more 


detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible 


